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Abstract:  Two largely separate literatures exist on regional economic development and land use 
economics.  In this chapter, we argue that a full understanding of each of the two areas requires 
greater knowledge of their interrelationship.  We review key studies of the two literatures, 
particularly those related to the close interconnectedness of regional economic development and 
land use.  We contend that a critical shortcoming in the literatures is that key features that affect 
both land use and economic activity are typically not systematically considered. We then posit 
that the spatial equilibrium framework is especially suited for understanding the various 
feedback mechanisms that affect both.  Also particularly promising are the increased availability 
of GIS and micro data, as well as recent methodological advances in empirical estimation and 
modeling. 
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1. Introduction 
Academic economists historically separated issues related to land use from those related 
to regional economic development. One reason is that land use studies typically do not consider 
the connectedness of firm and household location decisions, while regional economic 
development studies rarely account for land (McDonald, 2001). Moreover, it appears that land 
use researchers think more at the micro-scale of neighborhoods (or intra-regional), while 
economic development researchers think more at the macro scale (or interregional).  
The division between the two fields does not reflect how local economic development 
policy is undertaken. Economic development is inherently about land because it is about activity 
in a place or on a specific land area. Local governments compete with each other in trying to 
attract households and firms to their place.  
Land use and economic development then are inherently linked through zoning, 
transportation, infrastructure, sprawl, and environmental attributes that jointly affect firm 
productivity and household utility. Because local policy is about place, land economics is linked 
to economic development policy through competition for new development. This raises further 
questions about governance and local government effectiveness in delivering public services that 
underlie development through Tiebout (1956) sorting and spatial equilibrium processes 
generally. 
In this chapter, we attempt to tie together the two separate literatures. We stress the 
economic development literature in regional and urban economics that most closely relates to 
land economics. An implicit theme is that land economic studies should pay closer attention to 
joint firm/household location decisions, while the regional economic development literature 
should pay closer attention to land as it defines the place that the activity occurs. Likewise, 
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another theme is that research should focus more on the regional interaction of activity across 
space. Models and empirical approaches are needed that recognize regions as complex systems, 
fully understanding and modeling the interplay between land use and economic development, 
including the linkages between the intra-region distribution of economic activity and overall 
regional economic performance.  
Figure 1 shows the interdependence of local and regional economic development 
(depicted as job creation and firm productivity) with several key factors including land use; 
amenities and quality of life; household migration; public services; and the urban system. In 
italics are some examples of these factors. The figure reflects the key role of land use in directly 
affecting economic development and in turn, being directly affected by economic development. 
Land use also indirectly influences economic development through its interactions with the other 
factors. These interactions also illustrate the difficulties of identification of causality in empirical 
analysis. The chapter will outline these direct and indirect effects that land use and economic 
development have with each other, illustrating the central connections between land economics 
and regional and urban economics.  
Before describing the contents of the chapter, we note that some important topics are 
given brief treatment or omitted because of space limitations. Examples include public 
infrastructure, tax competition, urban amenities, and spatial econometrics. Some of these are 
covered in latter chapters in the handbook, while we view other topics as less central to our 
mission in this chapter. In what follows, Section 2 outlines the basic spatial equilibrium approach 
used in modern regional economic development studies and outlines ways to include land. 
Section 3 describes the natural link between land economics and economic development through 
proximity to urban centers. Economic activity across space is strongly affected by access to 
agglomeration economies that influences economic location both within and across regions, with 
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the latter being our focus. Section 4 describes how land use affects the provision of natural and 
urban amenities that influence whether households and businesses want to locate in a particular 
place. We focus on the common features in the two literatures in which the land use literature 
focuses on micro-scale amenities such as open space, while the economic development literature 
focuses more on amenities at the regional scale that affect regional economic growth.  
Section 5 provides a brief introduction to government policy aimed to improve land use 
and increase economic activity. This literature is extensive and we can only provide a cursory 
treatment. Section 6 describes some of the empirical approaches used in the economic 
development literature, focusing on the quasi-experimental and structural approaches that 
currently predominate. We note that both have advantages for empirical assessment but they 
suffer from shortcomings. The unifying theme is that studies using either approach need to more 
rigorously assess the legitimacy of their identifying assumptions and check robustness. Section 7 
briefly highlights areas ripe for future research while Section 8 presents our conclusions. 
2.  Land Use in Regional Economic Development Analysis 
Despite its central role in firm and household location decisions and regional economic 
activity generally, land routinely is omitted in regional economic development analysis.  In part, 
this results from the traditional tools used in economic development analysis, which often are 
chosen for convenience rather than demonstrated accuracy (Partridge and Rickman, 1998; 2010).  
In studies where land use is the focus, regional economic development considerations often are 
ignored or are of secondary importance.  Nevertheless, there is growing recognition of the central 
role of land use in regional economic development.   
Land is completely removed from consideration in economic impact analysis that 
involves application of an input-output model because of its implicit assumption of perfectly 
elastic supply.  Factors of production implicitly are assumed in excess supply in short-run 
analysis or perfectly mobile in long-run analysis.  As a fixed factor, often in limited supply, the 
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implicit omission of land from consideration questions the routine use of input-output models in 
regional economic development analysis. This omission likely leads to highly inaccurate impact 
assessments when land prices are highly responsive to economic development or where there is 
intra-regional heterogeneity in how land prices respond.       
Computable general equilibrium (CGE) models incorporate factor supply constraints, 
making them more general than input-output models (Partridge and Rickman, 1998).  Although 
CGE models potentially are more accurate in a wide range of applications, this depends critically 
on the formulation of the CGE models. For example, McGregor et al. (1996) formulate a CGE 
model with short-run labor supply and capital adjustment constraints. They relax the constraints 
in the long run in demonstrating how the CGE model then functions as an input-output model.  
Partridge and Rickman (2010) argue that the traditional method of formulating regional CGE 
models limits their applicability for regional economic development analysis; rather than 
patterning regional CGE models after their national counterparts, they should be based on spatial 
equilibrium theory, including explicitly incorporating land. 
Rickman (1992) incorporates fixed land and imperfectly mobile capital and labor in a 
regional CGE model, demonstrating how this produces dramatically smaller economic 
multipliers than what is obtained by assuming factors of production are elastically supplied.  
Fixity of land drives up its price when exports increase, crowding out other production (the 
model did not separately consider residential land though).  The CGE multiplier effects then 
greatly depend on the elasticity of substitution between land and the mobile factors.     
Despite von Thünen‘s (1966) model of land use and the general importance of land in 
location theory, land has largely been ignored in the increasing returns literature (Combes et al., 
2005).  Helpman (1998) added a nontradeable housing sector to the New Economic Geography 
(NEG) model to introduce congestion costs, though land use is not explicitly modeled.  Pflüger 
and Tabuchi (2010) incorporate land used in housing and in production by an increasing returns 
sector in a general equilibrium model, which produces a differing pattern of economic 
development than if land is only used in housing. 
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McDonald (2001) effectively argues for connecting regional economic development 
policies to both labor and land markets.  Land markets not only affect predicted outcomes, but 
also may be a source of economic development gains. Consistent with Bartik (1991), benefits of 
regional economic development policies that allocate land to industrial uses include employment 
of previously unemployed or underemployed members of the labor force and higher land values. 
Welfare gains to original residents of the area from economic development are enhanced to the 
extent land is owned by residents (Morgan, Mutti and Rickman, 1996). 
Burnett et al. (2007) incorporate land in a CGE model of Fort Collins, Colorado to 
examine potential crowding out effects on other industries from increased tourist activity and to 
assess whether tourism is an optimal land use. The supply of land is specified as price elastic for 
both commercial and residential uses. They found land used in tourism as having the largest per 
acre effect on gross city product and real household income.  A notable feature of the model is 
the connection between sectoral land use, direct job creation, in-migration, and residential land 
use. Tourism reduced in-migration and hence less residential demand for land.  Using the same 
framework, Culter and Davies (2007) report that sectors primarily employing low-skilled labor 
generally reduce in-migration and demand for residential land use compared to high-skilled 
sectors, producing a larger per acre contribution of gross product and income.  Kim and Ju 
(2003) integrate an urban land supply module with a CGE model for Seoul in examining the 
impacts on gross regional product, welfare, and income distribution from converting industrial 
land and green space into residential use. 
Another long-standing omission in the regional economic development literature is the 
positive role land plays as a natural amenity. Land used for public parks, or left as open space, 
for example, create recreational opportunities and provide attractive vistas, increasing the local 
quality of life. Higher quality of life increases retiree and labor force migration, stimulating 
regional growth.  
Land‘s contribution to the local quality of life then provides another feedback loop in a 
regional economy.  Changes in land use that enhance quality of life increase in-migration and 
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growth (Rickman and Rickman, 2011).  Regional economic development analyses then must not 
only consider the relative direct benefits of alternative commercial or residential uses, they also 
should consider the effects on local quality of life.       
Thus, we advocate that regional economic development analysis be conducted using a 
modeling framework broadly capable of capturing important feedback loops within a regional 
economy.  One such framework is the widely used spatial equilibrium approach (Roback 1982; 
Beeson and Eberts, 1989).  The spatial equilibrium approach is sufficiently flexible to reflect an 
array of quality of life and firm agglomeration considerations (Tabuchi and Thisse, 2006).  
In the spatial equilibrium approach, households geographically locate so as to maximize 
utility, while firms maximize profits in their location.  Central to both decisions are nominal 
wage rates and land costs, as well as perfect mobility. Higher wages, adjusted for land costs, 
attract households. Lower wage rates and land costs attract firms.  In addition, the framework 
incorporates site specific characteristics, reflecting the quality of life and quality of the business 
environment.  Quality of life includes benefits households derive from land use beyond those 
obtained from residential housing.  In equilibrium, the values of site specific characteristics are 
capitalized into wages and land costs.  The approach can be formulated in growth terms by 
assuming that economies transition across spatial equilibria as exogenous conditions change 
(Dumais et al., 2002).  Besides predictive equations for wages and land costs, equations can be 
derived from a spatial equilibrium model for growth in employment, gross regional product, 
investment, and population (Brown et al., 2003; Partridge and Rickman, 2003; Brown and 
Taylor, 2006). 
Both traded and non-traded goods can be included in the model, in which the traded good 
can be specified with varying elasticity of demand.
1
 Alternative theories of agglomeration 
economies can be captured in the approach, ranging from NEG (Ottaviano and Pinelli, 2006) to 
                                                     
1
The traditional approach assumes that firms producing a traded good are price takers. Alternatively, traded goods 
can be modeled using the Armington assumption, in which there is imperfect substitution between traded goods of 
differing origins (Partridge and Rickman, 2010).  MacDonald (2001) examines the significance of alternative 
assumptions on the elasticity of demand for export goods in assessing regional economic development policies.  
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urbanization economies, and those related to Central Place Theory (Partridge et al., 2010).  
Quality of life includes exogenous attributes such as weather, proximity to oceans or freshwater, 
or mountains.  Other natural amenity attributes may be endogenous, being affected by local 
economic activity, including, air and water quality, forests, open space, attractive vistas. 
Endogenous quality of life attributes also include man-made amenities such as public 
infrastructure.  
In the traditional spatial equilibrium framework, regions are assumed to have uniform 
land use policies.  However, within a growth context, Glaeser and Tobio (2008) extend the 
model to allow for the effects of differential changes in land use and housing policies.  They find 
that in former Confederate states, policies favorable to housing development were more likely 
responsible for strong population growth near the end of the 20th century than favorable weather. 
Along these lines, Rappaport (2009) numerically simulates a structural spatial 
equilibrium model to produce a series of equilibriums in examining U.S. metropolitan population 
growth. The model‘s sole congestion force is land, which is used to produce both a traded good 
and residential housing. Simulated feedback effects include population growth effects on area 
amenity attractiveness and the effects of increased population density on productivity.   
3. Economic Development: Distance and Proximity 
Land economics and economic development are linked through the location of 
households and firms. While urban economists often emphasize the location of households and 
businesses within a given urban or metropolitan area, regional economists tend to focus on the 
relative differences across space—i.e., comparing outcomes across economic regions that could 
be metropolitan, nonmetropolitan, or some combination. Because intra-metropolitan area 
location patterns are discussed elsewhere in this handbook, we only briefly highlight them, 
instead emphasizing broader regional patterns. 
3.1 Distance and Regional Economic Development. Both land use and economic development 
are tied to a given place with its economic activity closely tied to proximity within the urban 
system. A first effort was Von Thünen‘s (1966) classic model of land use surrounding a single 
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urban center on a featureless plane (Hite, 1997). He shows that high value-added products with 
high transportation costs locate closest to the urban center. The missing feature is it does not 
reflect the interaction of cities and regions across an urban system.  
Central Place Theory (CPT) represented the first formal effort to model the urban system 
(Christaller, 1933; Lösch, 1940). Under assumptions including a featureless plane, CPT shows 
how a multi-tiered urban system could develop in which the type of services determine the size 
and location of urban center—e.g., the top of the urban system has all higher-ordered services 
such as patent attorneys, while the very bottom has basic services such as convenience stores.
2
 
CPT is adept at predicting the location of cities within urban systems, particularly in areas such 
as the North American Great Plains with traditionally high farm intensities (Fox and Kamur, 
1965; Wensley and Stabler, 1998; Olfert and Stabler, 1999). CPT is useful in predicting the 
location of actual business and consumer services and their population thresholds. A primary 
critique of CPT is its static nature. It is usually necessary to impose ad hoc assumptions 
regarding changes in technology and transport costs to describe an evolving urban system. 
Nevertheless, CPT is still quite useful in understanding the organic process of how urban-
centered regions have expanded since the 1950s (Irwin et al., 2010). This process is driven by 
many factors such as labor saving productivity gains in the primary sector that released labor for 
urban employment, further facilitated by the rising use of automobiles that aid long-distance 
rural-urban commuting. Increasing population thresholds for public and private services also led 
more services to be provided from a central location. The inherent spillovers as economies began 
to regionalize have long led to calls for government consolidation and regional collaboration 
around the functional economic regions delineated from CPT (Fox and Kumar, 1965; Tweeten 
and Brinkman, 1976). Increasing agglomeration economies imply that growth prospects are 
better in regions with critical mass (Portnov and Schwartz, 2009). Conversely, promoting growth 
in small communities in isolation would be ineffective because they lack the agglomeration 
                                                     
2
See Mulligan (1984) for a review of the CPT literature. 
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economies necessary to generate endogenous growth (Fox and Kumar, 1965; Berry, 1970).  
The question whether urban-centered growth helps the surrounding hinterlands spawned 
a regional version of the spread and backwash literature that originated in international 
development.
3
 Namely, does prosperity in urban growth centers ―spread‖ into the countryside 
and create economic opportunities, primarily through commuting, or does it create a ―backwash‖ 
where urban growth pulls rural workers and capital into cities? U.S. results suggest urban growth 
spreads into the countryside (Hughes and Holland, 1994; Barkley et al., 1996; Henry et al., 
1997), while spreading up to 200 kilometers in Canada (Partridge et al., 2007). Yet, urban spread 
is more likely when rural communities have sufficient quality of life and services to support a 
commuting residential population (Henry et al., 1997; Kahn et al., 2001; Partridge, Ali, and 
Olfert, 2010). Likewise, Ke and Feser (2010) found that spread effects predominate in China, 
though Chen and Partridge (2011) find that growth in the three Chinese mega cities (Beijing, 
Shanghai, Guangzhou) creates wide-scale backwash.  
A key economic development question then is whether urban-led growth can reduce rural 
unemployment. There are reasons for pessimism. Renkow (2003) found that about 60% of the 
adjustment to local nonmetropolitan employment growth is accommodated through changes in 
commuting flows and another 30% is through changes in migration—i.e., employment growth is 
only partially met through increases in local labor-force participation.  
While CPT inspired a large economic development literature, CPT theoretical research 
waned after the 1980s. One reason is that CPT was rather mature and enthusiasm shifted to NEG. 
Another is that Geographical Information System (GIS) technology was not sufficiently 
developed to produce reliable empirical measures. Not until Partridge et al. (2008a, 2008b) was 
there a full test of CPT across a broad landscape. They used U.S. county data to consider 
hundreds of metropolitan areas that are typically separated by rural space, forming a perfect 
setting for assessing the urban hierarchy‘s intervening effects on job and population growth. 
They employed detailed measures of access to the five nearest higher-ordered tiers in the urban 
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See Myrdal (1957) for early applications and reviews by Richardson (1976) and Gaile (1980). 
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hierarchy. Their results show that urban proximity has strong intervening effects that act through 
access to all of the nearest higher-tiered urban areas.
4
 Partridge et al. (2008b) also investigated 
the so-called ―distance is dead‖ hypothesis that enhanced information technology and 
transportation had slayed the ―tyranny of distance.‖ They find that not only is distance not dead, 
but its effects are actually becoming stronger over time, most likely due to spatial transactions 
costs (e.g., face-to-face contact) in the expanding service sector. If distance is more problematic 
for rural areas and small cities, there are policy implications for the provision of broadband, 
transportation, business development, and regional governance. 
Hedonic studies further support the notion that distance is a key factor behind spatial 
variation in wages and housing costs—which ultimately reflects how remoteness affects 
productivity and quality of life. Defining remoteness as being nonadjacent to a metropolitan area, 
Wu and Gopinath (2008) find that remoteness accounts for 76% of the expected differences in 
average wages between the highest and lowest U.S. county quintiles, exceeding the importance 
of other factors such as amenities and human capital. Partridge et al. (2009, 2010) further 
confirm that remoteness is a key factor behind wages and housing prices. Partridge et al. (2010) 
find that most of the distance effects relate to productivity disadvantages (not household effects) 
and that these disadvantages are rising over time even with new technologies.  
NEG models generated significant enthusiasm after Krugman‘s (1991) seminal work. 
They capture agglomeration economies and product variety (both as inputs to firms and to 
consumers) that can lead to core-periphery patterns (Brakman et al., 2009a). Economists are 
attracted to NEG models because they have explicit micro-foundations, are analytically tractable, 
and they can explain uneven regional development (World Bank, 2009). For example, Fujita et 
al. (1999) show how a CPT urban hierarchy could initially form and Tabuchi and Thisse (2011) 
                                                     
4
Partridge et al. (2008b) find that distance from the nearest metropolitan area of at least 50,000 population leads to 
an economic penalty. If the nearest metropolitan area is not at least 1.5 million people, there are added penalties for 
the distance to reach metropolitan areas of at least 250,000 people, to reach metropolitan areas of at least 500,000 
people, and to reach metropolitan areas of at least 1.5 million. For a clever application of the attenuation of 
agglomeration economies within metropolitan areas, see Rosenthal and Strange (2008). For applications of how the 
CPT urban hierarchy affects locale industry composition, see Wensley and Stabler (1998) and Polèse and Shearmur 
(2004). 
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show how shocks affect the hierarchy. There are relative few empirical NEG applications, but 
examples include Brülhart and Koenig (2006) (transition economies), Volpe-Martincus (2010) 
(Brazil); Redding and Sturm (2008) (Post-War Germany); Brakman et al. (2009b) (European 
Union); and Hering and Poncet (2010) (China). 
NEG has been used to inform regional development policy, often suggesting that 
traditional place-based policy to support lagging regions is misguided. The World Bank (2009) 
uses NEG to support its contention that regional policy should be spatially neutral because 
excessive support of peripheral regions shifts resources from central regions, leading to lower 
aggregate growth due to lost agglomeration economies. Likewise, providing infrastructure to 
peripheral regions could actually hurt them because it lowers transportation costs from central 
regions, allowing central firms to supply peripheral regions, further taking advantage of their 
agglomeration economies (Puga, 1999). NEG frameworks have also been used to argue that 
large cities can have higher tax rates, allowing them to capture some of the ―agglomeration 
rents‖ they provide businesses (Baldwin and Krugman, 2004).  
Despite their mathematical elegance, NEG models are criticized for lacking relevance for 
economic development policymaking. Several strict assumptions are typically employed to make 
these models solvable including a simplistic production function, iceberg transportation costs, 
little consideration of institutional factors, and household location preferences that are crude 
(Partridge, 2010). NEG models often produce knife-edge results in which small parameter 
changes generate unstable outcomes. Partridge (2010) argues that the patterns uncovered in NEG 
models have limited applicability in North America, especially when compared to factors such as 
amenities and human capital. Partridge et al. (2008b, 2009, 2010) find that standard CPT 
significantly outperforms NEG in explaining U.S. population movement, wages, and land costs. 
Krugman even notes that NEG models better described American development at the dawn of 
the 20
th
 Century, not the dawn of the 21
st
 Century, though he argues that contemporary China is a 
better setting.  
3.2 Land Economics and intra-metropolitan area economic development. There are two 
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workhorse models that economists use to describe urban location theory. First is the Alonso, 
Mills, Muth Monocentric City Model (MCM) (Alonso, 1964; Mills, 1967; Muth, 1969). The 
MCM postulates an inverse relationship between land prices and distance to the central business 
district to compensate for longer commutes, though the rise of polycentric cities has reduced 
some of its applicability (McDonald and McMillan, 2000). Yet, in a MCM framework, lower 
transport costs and higher incomes imply an expanding city footprint—or sprawl (Glaeser and 
Kahn, 2004; Nechyba and Walsh, 2004; Wu, 2010). While sprawl has ambiguous impacts on 
social welfare (Glaeser and Kahn, 2004), Fallah et al. (2011) find that sprawl is associated with 
decreased firm productivity, presumably due to diminished agglomeration economies, suggesting 
businesses are less competitive in sprawling cities.  
The Tiebout (1956) model is the second major model describing intra-urban location. 
People ―vote with their feet‖ by sorting to places that offer higher utility on the basis of 
economic and noneconomic factors. Quality of life and environmental services could be one 
factor that induces self-sorting within metropolitan areas (Banzhaf and Walsh, 2008). Public 
finance applications stress intra-metropolitan differences in public services and their tax price.  
Self-sorting in the Tiebout model gives communities incentives to use exclusionary 
zoning to attract the type of residents who will positively contribute toward public service 
provision. This could lead to equity and efficiency concerns if there is spatial mismatch between 
the location of workers and jobs (Kain, 1968; Ihlanfeldt and Sjoquist, 1998; Houston, 2005). 
Namely, zoning (and segregation) may limit affordable housing for lower skilled workers to the 
central cities, but firms that employ low-skilled workers relocate in the suburbs (Martin, 2004; 
Stoll, 2006). Blumenberg and Shiki (2004) argue that spatial mismatch may even be more severe 
in remote rural areas because thin labor markets and longer distances could further reduce 
employment access for specific skill groups. 
Raphael and Stoll (2002) provide evidence that job accessibility for minority workers 
remains problematic, though it improved during the 1990s. Partridge and Rickman (2008) report 
indirect evidence that job accessibility is one reason for high poverty in central cities by showing 
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that job growth has a stronger inverse association with lower poverty in central counties. 
Conversely, sorting of residents with weak labor market attachment into central cities would 
have suggested a smaller job growth-poverty linkage. Providing low-skilled households better 
employment access through providing cars or public transit and finding ways to relocate 
households closer to employment seems to be sensible as this benefits the workers and the 
employers. Yet, the notion of Tiebout sorting and exclusionary practices by local governments 
may limit the effectiveness of such policies. 
4.  Land Use, Quality of Life, and Regional Economic Development 
The quality of life afforded by natural amenities has long been recognized as a critical 
factor in regional growth. An area with high quality of life attracts both working-age adults and 
retirees (Vias, 1999; Deller et al., 2001; Gunderson et al., 2008; Whisler et al., 2008).  In-
migration of working-age adults shifts labor supply and the demand for land outwards, reducing 
the real wage rate through lower nominal wages and/or higher land prices. Firms also may 
consider the amenity attractiveness of an area in their location decision so as to attract skilled 
workers (Gottlieb, 1995), and because of preferences of managers or owners for amenity 
consumption.  Retiree in-migration and new firms shift labor demand outward, particularly for 
workers employed in local service sectors, and increase land prices. Natural amenities especially 
may attract those with greater human capital, further boosting employment (Shapiro, 2006; 
McGranahan and Wojan, 2007), wages, and land prices. Whether nominal wages are lower in 
areas with a high quality of life depends on the balance of these forces in addition to a number of 
structural characteristics of the local economy (Rappaport, 2008).
5
        
As a normal good, the demand for amenities in the United States increased in the 20th 
century with rising income (Costa and Kahn, 2003; Rappaport, 2007).  In fact, argued to be 
fueled by rising income, increased wealth, and an aging population, Partridge (2010) reports 
natural amenities as dominating other theories, such as NEG, as the primary reason for U.S. 
                                                     
5Rappaport‘s (2008) model predicts that high quality of life is capitalized much more into land prices than wages.  
Empirically, Wu and Gopinath (2008) and Rickman and Rickman (2011) find that natural amenities are capitalized 
much more into housing prices than wages. 
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regional growth differentials in the latter half of the 20
th
 century.
6
  However, although increased 
demand for amenities increases household willingness to pay higher land prices, the extent it 
leads to in-migration depends on amenity consumption‘s elasticity of substitution with non-
amenity goods and services; a lower elasticity leads to greater in-migration (Rappaport, 2009).    
There are limits to the growth that can be attained in areas with high levels of natural 
amenities. For one, as amenities become capitalized into wages and land prices, household utility 
advantages in the region are reduced, causing growth to become more spatially equalized 
(Partridge et al., 2008a).  Even with continued rising income, forward-looking households can 
lead to capitalization of amenities in the near term, shutting off growth.   
Inelastic land supply is one reason for many cities having faster housing price growth and 
an increasingly right-skewed distribution of income (Gyourko et al., 2006).  These cities often 
have limited land supply because of geographical barriers such as coastlines and mountains, and 
often enact policies that limit the development of new housing. Many also are places with 
perceived high levels of natural amenities (Rappaport, 2009).  
Yet, if regional policies allow growth to diminish quality of life (Gabriel, Mattey, and 
Wascher, 2003), negative feedback effects on growth will occur (Chen et al. 2009).  Rickman 
and Rickman (2011) find evidence of within-Census region deterioration of quality of life in 
nonmetropolitan areas possessing high levels of natural amenities during the 1990s.  They 
conclude that localities should manage growth in ways to reduce negative amenity effects lest 
both the quality of life and growth be diminished.  
Land use affects an area‘s quality of life through several channels, which is a 
consideration particularly critical for areas primarily dependent on quality of life for economic 
growth. Unmanaged growth in high-amenity areas can lead to sprawl, and the associated traffic 
congestion and pollution (Hansen et al., 2002).  There also may be development-related losses in 
valued attributes such as open space (Vias and Carruthers, 2005; Cho et al. 2008), wildlife and 
                                                     
6
 See Partridge (2010) for discussion of amenity migration studies for other countries.  
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its diversity (Hansen et al., 2002), the quantity or quality of vegetation and forests (Cho et al., 
2009), and scenic views (Benson et al., 1998). 
 Proximate public lands, land owned by nonprofit organizations, and restrictive zoning 
may contribute to an area‘s amenity attractiveness and its economy in some ways, but also may 
inhibit the economy in other ways (McGranahan, 2008).  Henderson and McDaniel (2005) 
suggest that restrictive zoning in high-amenity areas may be one reason why they found 
manufacturing growth lagging that of other sectors.  Yet, Rickman and Rickman (2011) did not 
find evidence of changes in land use regulations or reduced productivity affecting population 
growth in high amenity nonmetropolitan areas during the 1990s. 
Lewis, Hunt and Plantinga (2002) find slightly higher net migration rates for counties with 
more conservation land in the U.S. Northern Forest region but no differences in employment 
growth.  In an evaluation of the Northwest Forest Plan by the U.S. Forest Service, Eichman et al. 
(2010) find negative employment effects from reduced timber use that are only slightly offset by 
positive effects of increased in-migration, which contrasts with findings reported in other studies.  
They attribute the difference in findings in part to the productiveness of the timberland 
withdrawn from production in the northwest.  Rosenberger et al. (2008) conclude that official 
Wilderness designation did not greatly affect the transition of Appalachian Region counties from 
being primarily dependent on natural-resource and manufacturing activity to primary dependence 
on non-labor sources of income and services.  In a review of studies on Wilderness designation 
and local growth, Rosenberger and English (2005) conclude that the link depends on the 
structure of the local economy and its longer term trend. 
Land use in cities also may adversely affect their environmental quality and feedback 
negatively on growth.  City size can be associated with increases in various congestion forces 
such as crowded roads and increased pollution.  Not only city size, but the degree of urban 
sprawl has often been identified as having a number of adverse environmental impacts (Johnson, 
2001; Hasse and Lathrop, 2003; Nechyba and Walsh, 2004).  Stone (2008) found sprawl to be 
associated with the number of times monitored ozone concentrations exceeded the National 
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Ambient Air Quality Standards across 45 U.S. cities. Other impacts include loss of open space, 
reduced diversity of wildlife species, increased water pollution, and emission of particulates, 
significant losses of native vegetation and forests, loss of natural wetlands, blocking of mountain 
views, and ecosystem fragmentation.   
Some studies question the perceived negative relationship between sprawl and 
environmental quality.  Despite growing numbers of higher income households living in suburbs 
and commuting to work, Kahn and Schwartz (2008) found reduced air pollution in California 
cities, which they attributed to technological improvements in auto emissions.  Although Kahn 
(2001) found evidence of reduced quality of life in fast-growth California cities, he did not 
attribute this to air pollution because it had decreased, which suggested other causes such as 
increased traffic congestion.  In surveying research on the dynamics of urban growth and 
ecological systems in the western world, Czamanski et al. (2008) conclude that ―peri-urban‖ 
areas associated with sprawl provide ecosystem benefits because of their position between 
developed urban areas and agricultural lands.  In an analysis of the impact on ecosystem services 
from urban sprawl in San Antonio Texas from 1976-1991, Kreuter et al. (2001) found that 
despite a dramatic increase in the area of urban land use and reduction in the size of rangelands, 
the shift of rangelands to woodlands greatly helped limit the loss of ecosystem services. Wu 
(2006) demonstrates how spatial variation in environmental amenities themselves can contribute 
to what is perceived as sprawl.   
Therefore, an assessment of what constitutes sprawl and how it affects the quality of life 
is critical for sustainable regional economic development.  More research is needed to assess the 
channels through which land use, growth, and environmental impacts interrelate.  How these 
environmental changes affect perceived quality of life also require further investigation along the 
lines of hedonic studies of regional differences in quality of life. 
5.  Fiscal Federalism, Land Use, and Regional Economic Development 
The spatial location of economic activity and land use also are affected by regional fiscal 
and land use policies. Both fiscal and land use policies can affect sprawl and regional economic 
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development.  The complexity of regional economies also makes the policies interdependent, 
both within and across jurisdictions. 
Within the spatial equilibrium framework, variation in state and local fiscal policies has 
been found to be as important as individual characteristics in explaining wage differentials across 
U.S. metropolitan areas and to matter as much for metropolitan quality of life as natural 
amenities (Gyourko and Tracy, 1989, 1991). They also have been found to be important in 
explaining U.S. nonmetropolitan county wage and land rent differentials, in which some policies 
primarily affect quality of life, while others affect the business climate (Yu and Rickman, 2011).  
State and local fiscal policies directly affect quality of life through the taxes that households pay 
and government services they receive.  Likewise, firm profits are affected by taxes and 
government services.  Indirectly, however, local fiscal policies may have spillover effects, 
affecting economic activity and land use in neighboring jurisdictions.  
High taxes and inadequate services in central cities can push economic activity outwards 
into the suburbs and beyond, creating sprawl.  Although there are potential social welfare gains 
from Tiebout-sorting of individuals according to their preferences for government services, the 
deconcentration of local government can affect the relative efficiency of the provision of 
government services, and hence the quality of life and productivity (Matoon, 1995; Innes and 
Booher, 1999).  Public infrastructure exhibiting economies of scale or network effects 
(Dalenberg et al., 1998) may be underprovided in a deconcentrated environment. 
In reviewing the literature, Matoon (1995) lists water and sewerage disposal as most 
efficiently provided by centralized metropolitan governments, while services such as education 
are reported as better provided with decentralized government. As discussed earlier in the 
chapter, increased sprawl can affect the amenity attractiveness in the broader metropolitan area 
such as through increased air and water pollution.  Increased traffic congestion associated with 
sprawl can affect firm productivity. Therefore, the relative centralization and coordination of 
local fiscal policies can affect land use and economic development of the broader region. 
Using state level data, Akai and Sakata (2002) find measures of local government 
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expenditures and revenue relative to those for the state to be positively related to growth.  In an 
examination of all U.S. metropolitan areas, Stansel (2005) reports that decentralization increased 
growth (though state fixed effects are not accounted for and state laws and constitutions set the 
framework for local governments). In a related study, he found that the negative effect was 
weaker in the largest 100 metropolitan areas (Stansel, 2002). Hammond and Tosun (2011) 
examine all U.S. counties, finding that decentralization in metropolitan areas, as measured by 
increased fragmentation of single-purpose governments, increased employment growth, while 
reduced revenue centralization increased income growth.  In contrast, they find that general 
purpose government fragmentation reduced population and employment growth in 
nonmetropolitan counties. They conclude that their varied results suggest that general claims 
cannot be made regarding fiscal deconcentration and regional growth. 
Deconcentration also may occur in land use regulations. Jurisdictions in metropolitan 
areas with tighter controls push building activity into neighboring jurisdictions possessing fewer 
controls, which often are positioned at the periphery of the metropolitan area and beyond, 
creating sprawl (Carruthers, 2003).  Mills (2006) argues that Tiebout competition increases 
jurisdictional competition and reduces inefficient low-density development, a point disputed by 
Vigdor (2006).  Brueckner (2000) argues that urban expansion reflects consumer demands for 
larger houses and yards, as well as proximity to consumer amenities.  If these suburban options 
are unavailable, this could reduce a metropolitan area‘s attractiveness to households.  Lax land- 
use regulations and an absence of charging for social costs of development such as damage to 
ecosystem services also can lead to rural sprawl (Weiler, 2003), which may feedback negatively 
on growth. 
So-called ‗smart-growth‘ policies have been widely enacted to promote sustainable 
development (Wu, 2006; Braun and Scott, 2007) through increased efficiency of government 
services and added environmental protection.  Yin and Sun (2007) report that metropolitan 
smart-growth policies increased the population share living in dense areas in the 1990s, while 
state-level smart-growth policies did not.  Wu and Cho (2007) found that local and state land use 
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restrictions reduced land development in five western states.  Boyle and Mohamed (2007) 
conclude that state, regional, and local attempts to limit urban sprawl in Michigan largely failed.  
Kline and Alig (1999) conclude that Oregon‘s land use planning program concentrated 
development within urban growth boundaries, but the effect on land use in forest and farm land 
use zones was uncertain.  In comparing Portland, Oregon; Orange County, Florida; and 
Montgomery County, Maryland, Song (2005) reports a long-term increase in population density 
in residential neighborhoods, which is partly attributed to growth management policies. Yet, 
reduced external connectivity and a lack of mixed land use are bemoaned, including low access 
to mass transit.  
Glaeser and Kahn (2010) consider the effect on national carbon emissions associated with 
transportation, home heating and cooling, and electricity use, from spatial variation in local land 
use restrictions. They suggest that strict land use restrictions in lower emissions areas might 
cause their economic activity to shift to areas with high emissions.  A potential policy 
recommendation would be to impose federal fees on development in high emission areas.  
 Overall, a complex relationship exists between fiscal federalism, land use decisions, and 
economic development.  Sustainable economic development at all levels of spatial aggregation 
requires conceptualizing local and regional economies as complex systems, including land use 
and economic development policy interactions (Innes and Booher, 1999).  The extent of 
externalities across jurisdictions in a region, state, or nation suggests a need for some 
government coordination and more government involvement. Considerably more research on the 
complexity of interactions is needed to inform policymakers regarding government‘s proper role. 
6. Empirically Assessing Economic Development 
 When assessing economic development, one needs to consider several issues such as (1) 
firm and household self-sorting; (2) the endogeneity of public policy (e.g., roads are built where 
policymakers expect future growth or maybe where they do not expect future growth); (3) 
unobservable factors that are correlated with both the dependent and independent variables that 
cause endogeneity and omitted variable bias; and (4) sample heterogeneity. The four main 
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approaches in assessing economic development are CGE models; simulations of theoretical 
models; instrumental variable (IV)/quasi-experimental approaches; and structural models.
7
 CGE 
models have already been discussed. Brakman et al. (2009a) describe NEG simulations while 
other simulation approaches are covered elsewhere in this handbook. Thus, we outline the latter 
two econometric approaches.
8
 
Ordinary least squares (OLS) consists of regressing the dependent variable y (e.g., 
population growth) on several explanatory variables X (e.g., job growth, taxes). 
(1) y = βX + e, 
in which e is the residual. A key assumption is Cov(e, X)= 0, or there is no endogeneity bias. 
Endogeneity bias can arise from direct reverse causality—e.g., regressing population growth on 
average wages—which is less of a problem in contemporary work because of improved research 
design. The more likely cause is omitted variables (unobservables) that are correlated with some 
of the X—e.g., persistent factors such as a good harbor that is correlated with job growth in the 
population model.  
 A Hausman test can be used to determine the existence of statistical endogeneity in 
Equation (1), which requires an instrument(s) Z that predicts the potentially endogenous 
explanatory variable(s) X1, but Z cannot have a causal relationship with y (Cov(e, Z) = 0)–i.e., 
the exclusion restriction. That is, Z only influences y indirectly through how it affects X1. It is 
essential that Z be ―strong‖ (Stock and Watson, 2007), or does a good job of predicting X1 in the 
first stage. Strong economic rationale and institutional features often are used to find Z. For 
example, a good instrument for interstate highway mileage is how many miles were in the 
original World War II era military plan for the interstate system (Duranton and Turner, 2011).  In 
                                                     
7
Holmes (2010) also labels reduced-form and descriptive exercises as another approach, noting its limitations for 
establishing causality. However, Angrist and Pischke (2009, p. 213) describe the inherent value of reduced-form 
models for careful empirical analysis. We do not separately consider descriptive approaches because the dividing 
line between IV and reduced-form approaches has greatly blurred. 
8
See Holmes (2010), Angrist and Pischke, (2009), and Stock and Watson (2007) for more econometric details. We 
do not describe spatial econometric methods because they are well known. In addition, their value has recently been 
questioned due to specification issues including a lack of theoretical motivation for their use and identification 
problems. See Overman and Gibbons (2010), McMillan (2010), and Pinske and Slade (2010) for recent critiques. 
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a population growth model, a good instrument for job growth is the predicted job growth if all of 
the local area‘s industries grew at the national rate—i.e., from shift-share analysis (Bartik, 1991). 
A related question is deciding which variables should be tested for endogeneity. Local 
economies are general equilibrium systems in which feedback loops are endemic. Good 
judgment needs to distinguish between statistical endogeneity that biases the coefficients in an 
economically meaningful way from trivial ―endogeneity‖ that can arise from almost all any 
variable.  
 The primary solution for endogeneity is the IV approach (Stock and Watson, 2007). In a 
careful study of how roads influence driving, Duranton and Turner (2011) use the IV approach.  
Building a good economic case for their use, ‗clever‘ instruments are developed for 
contemporary interstate highway mileage: military road plans, early explorer routes, and late 
1890s‘ railroad mileage. Further, they test for the strength of these instruments and illustrate that 
an instrument can be conditionally valid after accounting for other control variables.
9
 Alternative 
models such as limited information maximum likelihood estimators are used as robustness 
checks for weak instruments (see Angrist and Pischke, 2009 for related discussion). 
 Random experiments are the gold standard of empirical assessment, but rarely exist in 
economic development practice (Holmes, 2010). Quasi-experimental (QE) approaches are used 
to approximate this setting (Card, 1990). Holmes‘ (1998) study of business climate is one 
example. He examined the influence of state business climate on manufacturing employment 
growth in the border counties between U.S. states with and without right-to-work union laws. 
The key identifying assumption is that productivity would be the same at the border, in which 
state policy would be the main factor that causes employment growth to vary. Of course, there 
could be many other factors that could influence productivity such as historic location of cities. 
Holmes spent considerable effort in controlling for these persistent factors to strengthen 
identification. 
                                                     
9
Duranton and Turner (2011) argue that 19
th
 Century railroads were built for short-term profits and indirectly affect 
population today by affecting historic population. Thus, controlling for historic population from the early 20
th
 
century would remove any correlation of the instrument with the residual—i.e., Cov(Z, ε │X) = 0.  
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 Another QE approach is the difference-in-difference approach (DID) (Stock and Watson, 
2007, Chapter 13). One example is Funderberg et al.‘s (2010) examination of 1990s era highway 
expansions in California. They examined population and employment growth in the immediate 
surrounding census tracts around selected highway projects, comparing this to growth in nearby 
control tracts. Essentially, in the treatment tracts, they differenced growth in the years after the 
completion of the road from growth in the years immediately preceding completion. They did the 
same for the control tracts that did not receive a new project. If the treatment experienced 
significantly higher growth after the project, then the DID would be positive.
10
 The identifying 
assumption is that the main factor affecting trend differences between the two groups is the road 
construction, a strong assumption. Funderberg et al. (2010) control for other factors that could 
account for different growth rates between the groups to strengthen their identification. A 
possible research design weakness is that the control tracts were very close to the treatment 
tracts. The new roads could shift growth from the treatment to the control tracts, positively 
biasing the impact of the road construction, which needs to be considered in research design. 
 Greenstone et al. (2010) (GHM) is an example of the advantages and potential pitfalls of 
QE design. They examine how large plant openings affect total factor productivity (TFP) of 
other manufacturers in the county with the opening. GHM argue that comparing winning county 
TFP to that in all other counties would produce biased results due to unobservables.
11
 To develop 
a counterfactual, they compare ―winner‖ county TFP to the runner up or ―loser‖ county‘s TFP. 
Loser counties are identified in a monthly article in the trade publication Site Selection 
Magazine, which reported location announcements of large plants. The article lists the ―loser‖ 
counties that GHM contend ―narrowly‖ lost the competition. GHM‘s identifying assumption is 
that the loser county is like the winner county in every economically consequential way, forming 
                                                     
10
Suppose that the DID window was five years before (period 0) and after (period 1) for employment growth. Then 
the difference across the two periods for the treated region: ∆T = EmpGrowth1 – EmpGrowth0. The analogous can 
be written for the control region ∆C. The DID estimator is ∆T - ∆C. 
11
While GHM did not predict the sign of this bias, it seems reasonable that comparing the winning county‘s TFP to 
all counties would overstate the TFP effects of a large plant opening because the firm would likely locate in counties 
with underlying factors that would raise TFP for all firms. 
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a good counterfactual. GHM employ best-practice DID methodology augmented by time trends, 
industry dummies, and other plant specific inputs to account for other factors associated with that 
plant‘s TFP. 
 GHM finds that the winner‘s TFP growth averaged 5% to 12% more than in losing 
counties. Such strong agglomeration economies far exceed the typical estimates from the 
agglomeration literature (Rosenthal and Strange, 2004). GHM conclude that these spillovers 
justify the generous tax incentives offered by local governments to new firms. Yet, in an odd 
result, when they compared winner TFP to all U.S. counties, they found that all counties had TFP 
growth that was about 5% greater than the winners, suggesting that either their complete set of 
DID controls were ineffective (which seems unlikely) or their identifying assumption is suspect. 
 GHM‘s identifying assumption does not square with the institutional features of local 
governments bidding for firms. Profit maximizing firms would not engage in a publically 
announced bidding war to establish counterfactuals for researchers, but to strategically affect the 
bidding, possibly creating endogeneity. Take GHM‘s example of Greenville, SC beating Omaha, 
NE for a large Mercedes plant in the 1990s. Is Omaha a true counterfactual? It is located far from 
ports and far from markets and auto suppliers. Indeed, despite ―narrowly‖ losing to Greensville 
for Mercedes, Omaha has never landed an auto assembly plant? Was Mercedes simply using 
Omaha to sweeten their deal from Greensville—i.e., ―losers‖ may be more willing to offer large 
tax incentives to help their economy. Would not a better true counterfactual have been in the 
Southeast with similar market attributes and low union densities as Greensville? The point is QE 
studies should engage in robustness checks to assess their experiment. For GHM, a good 
robustness check would use matching or propensity score approaches.  
 Another econometric problem is unobservable variables. This is especially problematic 
when there are unobserved location-specific factors that are correlated with the X variables, 
producing omitted variable bias. If a researcher has pooled-time-series data, they can control for 
location fixed effects that account for persistent factors associated with the place. When 
including fixed effects, all cross-sectional differences are in the location fixed effects, meaning 
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that only within-location time-series variation in the variables is identifying the coefficients.  
 Including fixed effects, however, does not account for unobserved time-varying effects 
for the location. Also, if there is measurement error in the X variables, then the time-series 
variation will be increasingly dominated by noise, substantially biasing the coefficients towards 
zero. Finally, fixed effect models incorporate the very strong assumption that the Xt variables 
and the residuals are not only contemporaneously uncorrelated, but Xt has to be uncorrelated 
with the residuals across all time periods (Wooldridge, 2002). Conversely, first-difference 
models that net out location fixed effects do not need this strong assumption.  
 Heterogeneous responses can greatly alter the interpretation of the results. In such cases, 
locally weighted regression (LWR) approaches (or geographically weighted regression) can 
estimate different regression coefficients βi that vary across locations.
12
 LWR typically requires a 
separate regression for each observation on a sample of neighboring observations that is usually 
determined by proximity. LWRs have gained prominence and have been used to examine factors 
such as employment density (McMillen, 2004), housing prices (Redfearn, 2009; McMillan and 
Redfearn, 2010), population growth (Ali et al., 2007), and environmental hazards (Carruthers 
and Clark, 2010). Ali et al. (2007) and Carruthers and Clark (2010) show how to decompose the 
variance of the predicted effects into that due to variation in the X variables and that due to 
spatial variation in the regression coefficients. 
 Structural models use theory to derive identifying restrictions to help establish causality 
when there are heterogeneous agents (Keane, 2010). Yet, they have only been used at the edge of 
the economic development literature with most applications occurring in the fields of 
environmental economics or public finance (see Holmes, 2010; Kuminoff et al., 2010; Chapter 
xx in this handbook for reviews). If the correct theoretical model is employed, then structural 
models better inform policy because the underlying causal mechanisms are uncovered. 
Moreover, they are useful for evaluating non-marginal changes in policies or amenities. 
                                                     
12
See McMillen (1996) and Fotheringham et al. (2002) for details.   
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 The disadvantage of structural approaches is that the results can be sensitive to the 
underlying model or functional form of say the utility function (Kuminoff and Jarrah, 2010). 
Others criticize them for imposing too much structure and not ―letting the data speak‖ (Angrist 
and Pischke, 2010), though structural proponents argue they are more upfront about explicitly 
stating the model‘s assumptions (Keane, 2010). Angrist and Pischke (2010) convincingly argue 
that another shortcoming is that authors do not subject structural models to sufficient robustness 
tests of their assumptions.  
 Structural models require further advances to capture the multiple dimensions of 
modeling economic development and land use. Modeling of forward-looking household behavior 
and place of work/place of residence behavior are in its infancy (Kuminoff et al., 2010) and both 
of these are key features of economic development and land use processes. Likewise, modeling 
firm behavior is still emerging; thus, the joint firm/household decision making that characterizes 
the special equilibrium approach is another area needing further research for developing 
structural models.  
7. Conclusion and Future Research 
 The primary theme of this chapter is the need to fully integrate land use in economic 
development analysis. The complexity of regional economies combined with data and 
methodological limitations have too often led to piecemeal analysis of regional economic 
development and land use.  Unfortunately, this has resulted in widely varying findings and an 
incomplete understanding of key issues.  Too little is known about the interconnectedness of 
regional economic development and land use.   
We outlined some areas for future research in the chapter but there are other possibilities 
that warrant mention. We have already noted that sprawl studies typically do not assess the 
interrelation between land use, regional economic growth, and environmental quality. Likewise, 
firm location and workplace decisions are understudied within this context. Modeling 
metropolitan areas or functional economic regions in isolation of the interaction of cities across 
the entire hierarchy may produce misleading findings as shown by Polèse and Shearmur (2004) 
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and Partridge et al. (2008a; 2008b; 2009). Likewise, we know little about how structural shocks 
such as energy shocks, housing bubbles/busts, and economic recessions such as the Great 
Recession alter the course of land use and local economic development trajectories. The CGE 
model is one tool that can be further utilized to structurally assess these complex interactions 
with studies by Burnett et al. (2007) and Cutler and Davies (2007) representing a good first step. 
With income inequality reaching very high levels in the United States and elsewhere 
(Atkinson, et al, 2011), another topic warranting more attention is how land use and its 
interrelation with economic development affect poverty rates and income inequality. The spatial 
mismatch literature shows that housing availability and employment access can affect 
employment outcomes for low-income households. Likewise, land use decisions affect housing 
costs, which further affect income inequality.  
 Examining these issues requires better data. More work has been done with micro geo-
coded housing data using GIS than with geo-coded firm-level data, though Greenstone et al. 
(2010) demonstrate the possibilities. Very little research brings both geo-coded firm and 
household data together, though the planning literature is one exception (e.g., Funderberg et al., 
2010). 
 Combined with the increased availability of GIS and micro data, and improved methods 
of empirical estimation and modeling, the spatial equilibrium approach offers significant promise 
for increasing our understanding of the relationship between regional economic development and 
land use issues. Without a greater understanding of the connection between the two, regional 
economic development and land use policies may prove to be ineffective or harmful.      
References 
 
Akai, Nobuo, and Masayo Sakata. 2002. ―Fiscal Decentralization Contributes to Economic 
Growth: Evidence from State-Level Cross Section Data for the United States,‖ Journal of Urban 
Economics 52, 93–108. 
 
Ali, Kamar, Mark D. Partridge and M. Rose Olfert. 2007. ―Can Geographically Weighted 
Regressions Improve Regional Analysis and Policymaking?‖ International Regional Science 
Review, 30, 300-329. 
27 
 
 
Alonso, William. 1964. Location and Land Use. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 
 
Angrist, J. D., & Pischke, J.  (2009).  Mostly Harmless Economics, An Empiricist’s Companion. 
Princeton, NJ:  Princeton University Press. 
 
______. 2010. "The Credibility Revolution in Empirical Economics: How Better Research 
Design Is Taking the Con out of Econometrics," Journal of Economic Perspectives 24, 3-30.  
 
Atkinson, Anthony B., Thomas Piketty, and Emmanuel Saez, 2011. ―Top Incomes in the Long 
Run of History,‖ Journal of Economic Literature 49, 3-71. 
 
Baldwin, R. E., and P. Krugman. 2004. ―Agglomeration, integration and tax harmonisation.‖ 
European Economic Review, 48, 1-23.  
 
Banzhaf, H. Spencer and Randall P. Walsh. 2008. ―Do People Vote With Their Feet? An 
Empirical Test of Tiebout‘s Mechanism.‖ American Economic Review 98. 843-863. 
 
Barkley, David L., Mark S. Henry, and Shuming Bao. (1996) ―Identifying ―Spread‖ versus 
―Backwash‖ Effects in Regional Economic Areas: A Density Functions Approach.‖ Land 
Economics 72 (3): 336-57. 
 
Bartik, Timothy J. 1991.  Who Benefits from State and Local Economic Development Policies? 
Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Institute. 
 
Beeson, Patricia E., Eberts, Randall W. 1989.  ―Identifying Productivity and Amenity Effects in 
Interurban Wage Differentials,‖ Review of Economics and Statistics 71 (3), 443–452. 
 
Benson, Earl D., Julia L. Hansen, Arthur L. Schwartz, and Greg T. Smersh. 1998. ―Pricing 
Residential Amenities: The Value of a View,‖ Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics 
16(1), 55–73. 
 
Berry, Brian J.L. (1970) ―Labor Market Participation and Regional Potential.‖ Growth and 
Change 1: 3-10. 
 
Blumenberg, Evelyn, and Kimiko Shiki. 2004. ―Spatial Mismatch Outside of Large Urban Areas: 
An Analysis of Welfare Recipients in Fresno County, California,‖ Environment and Planning C: 
Government and Policy, 22, 401-421. 
 
Boyle, Robin and Rayman Mohamed.  2007.  ―State Growth Management, Smart Growth and 
Urban Containment: A Review of the US and a Study of the Heartland,‖ Journal of 
Environmental Planning and Management 50(5), 677-97. 
 
Brakman, Steven, Harry Garretsen, and Charles van Marrewijk. (2009a) The Introduction to 
Geographical Economics. Cambridge UK: Cambridge University Press. 
 
28 
 
_____. 2009b. ―Economic Geography Within and Between European Nations: The Role of 
Market Potential and Density across Space and Time.‖ Journal of Regional Science 49, 777-800. 
 
Braun, G.O. and J.W. Scott. 2007.  ―Smart Growth as New Metropolitan Governance: 
Observations on U.S. Experience,‖ in The International Handbook of Urban Policy: Contentious 
Global Issues, Volume 1, 213-23. 
 
Brown, Stephen P.A., and Lori L. Taylor. 2006. ―The Private Sector Impact of State and Local 
Government,‖ Contemporary Economic Policy 24(4), 548-562. 
 
Brown, Stephen P.A., Kathy J. Hayes, and Lori L. Taylor, 2003. ‗‗State and Local Policy, Factor 
Markets and Regional Growth,‘‘ Review of Regional Studies, 33(1), 40–60. 
 
Brueckner, Jan K.  2000. ―Urban Sprawl: Diagnosis and Remedies,‖ International Regional 
Science Review 23(2), 160-171. 
 
Brülhart, Marius and Pamina Koenig. 2006.  ―New Economic Geography Meets Comecon.‖ 
Economics of Transition 14, 245-267. 
 
Burnett, Perry, Harvey Cutler and Ray Thresher, 2007.  “The Impact of Tourism for a Small 
City: A CGE Approach,‖ Journal of Regional Analysis and Policy 37(3):233-242. 
 
Card, David. 1990. ―The Impact of the Mariel Boatlift on the Miami Labor Market,‖ Industrial 
and Labor Relations Review 43, 245-257. 
 
Carruthers, John I.  2003. ―Growth at the Fringe: The Influence of Political Fragmentation in 
United States Metropolitan Areas,‖ Papers in Regional Science 82, 475–499. 
 
Carruthers, John I. and David E. Clark. 2010. ―Valuing Environmental Quality: A Space-Based 
Strategy.‖ Journal of Regional Science 50, 801-832. 
 
Chen, Anping and Mark D. Partridge. 2011. ―When are cities engines of growth? Spread and 
Backwash Effects across the Chinese Urban Hierarchy.‖ Regional Studies 
DOI:10.1080/00343404.2011.589831. 
  
Chen, Y., E.G. Irwin, and C. Jayaprakash.  2009. ―Dynamic Modeling of Environmental 
Amenity-Driven Migration with Ecological Feedbacks,‖ Ecological Economics, 68, 2498–2510. 
 
Cho, Seong-Hoon, Neelam C. Poudyal, and Roland K. Roberts. 2008. ―Spatial Analysis of the 
Amenity Value of Green Open Space,‖ Ecological Economics 66(2–3), 403–416. 
 
Cho, Seong-Hoon, Seung Gyu Kim, Roland K. Roberts, and Suhyun Jung. 2009. ―Amenity 
Values of Spatial Configurations of Forest Landscapes over Space and Time in the Southern 
Appalachian Highlands,‖ Ecological Economics 68(10), 2646–2657. 
 
Christaller, Walter. (1933) Die zentralen Orte in Süddeutschland. Jena: Gustav Fischer. (Partial 
29 
 
English translation: 1966. Central Places in Southern Germany. Prentice Hall).  
 
Combes, Pierre-Philippe, Gilles Duranton, and Henry G. Overman. 2005.  ―Agglomeration and 
the Adjustment of the Spatial Economy,‖ Papers in Regional Science 84, 311–349. 
 
Costa, Dora L. and Matthew E. Kahn. 2003. ―The Rising Price of Nonmarket Goods,‖ American 
Economic Review 93(2), 227–232. 
 
Cutler, Harvey and Stephen Davies. 2007. ―The Impact of Specific-Sector Changes in 
Employment on Economic Growth, Labor Market Performance and Migration,‖ Journal of 
Regional Science 47(5), 935-963. 
 
Czamanski, Daniel, Itzhak Benenson, Itzhak, Dan Malkinson, Maria Marinov, Rafael Roth, and 
Lea Wittenberg. 2008.  ―Urban Sprawl and Ecosystems--Can Nature Survive?‖ International 
Review of Environmental and Resource Economics 2(4), 321-66. 
 
Dalenberg, Douglas R., Mark D. Partridge, and Dan S. Rickman, 1998.  ―Public Infrastructure: 
Pork or Jobs Creator?‖ Public Finance Review 26(1), 24-52. 
 
Deller, Steven, Tsung-Hsiu Tsai, David Marcouiller, and Donald English. 2001. ―The Role of 
Amenities and Quality of Life in Rural Economic Growth,‖ American Journal of Agricultural 
Economics 83(2), 352–365. 
 
Dumais, Guy, Glenn Ellison, and Edward Glaeser. 2002.  ―Geographic Concentration as a 
Dynamic Process,‖ Review of Economics and Statistics 84, 193–204. 
 
Duranton, Gilles and Matthew A. Turner. 2011. "The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: 
Evidence from US cities," American Economic Review 101(6), 2616-2652. 
 
Eichman, Henry, Gary L. Hunt, Joe Kerkvliet, and Andrew J. Plantinga. 2010.  ―Local 
Employment Growth, Migration, and Public Land Policy: Evidence from the Northwest Forest 
Plan,‖ Journal of Agricultural and Resource Economics 35(2), 316–333. 
 
Fallah, Belal, Mark D. Partridge, M. Rose Olfert. 2011. ―Urban Sprawl and Productivity: 
Evidence from U.S. Metropolitan Areas.‖ Papers in Regional Science 90(3), 451-472. 
 
Fotheringham, S., C. Brunsdon, and M. Charlton. 2002. Geographically Weighted Regression: 
The Analysis of Spatially Varying Relationships. Chichester: Wiley. 
 
Fox, Karl A. and T. Krishna Kumar. 1965. ―The Functional Economic Area: Delineation and 
Implications for Economic Analysis and Policy,‖ Papers of the Regional Science Association 15, 
57-85. 
 
Fujita, M., Krugman, P. and Mori, T. 1999. ―On the evolution of hierarchical urban systems.‖ 
European Economic Review, 43, 209-251. 
 
30 
 
Funderberg, Richard G., Hilary Nixon, Marlon G. Boarnet, and Gavin Ferguson. 2010. ―New 
highways and land use change: Results from a quasi-experimental research design,‖ 
Transportation Research Part A. 44, 76-98. 
 
Gabriel, Stuart A., Joe P. Mattey, and William L. Wascher. 2003. ―Compensating Differentials 
and Evolution in the Quality of Life among U.S. States,‖ Regional Science and Urban 
Economics 33, 619–649. 
 
Gaile, G.L. 1980. ―The Spread-Backwash Concept.‖ Regional Studies 14 (1): 15-25. 
 
Glaeser, Edward L. and Matthew E. Kahn. 2004. ―Sprawl and Urban Growth.‖ In (eds. V. 
Henderson and J.F. Thisse) Handbook of Regional and Urban Economics, Vol 4. pp. 2481-2527. 
   
______. 2010. ―The Greenness of Cities: Carbon Dioxide Emissions and Urban Development,‖ 
Journal of Urban Economics 67, 404–418. 
 
Glaeser Edward L. and Kristina Tobio. 2008. ―The Rise of the Sunbelt,‖ Southern Economic 
Journal 74(3), 610-643. 
 
Gottlieb, Paul D. 1995.  ―Residential Amenities, Firm Location and Economic Development,‖ 
Urban Studies 32(9), 1413-1436. 
 
Greenstone, Michael, Rick Hornbeck, and Enrico Moretti. 2010. ―Identifying Agglomeration 
Spillovers: Evidence from Million Dollar Plants,‖  Journal of Political Economy 118, 536-598. 
 
Gunderson, Ronald J., James V. Pinto, and Robert H. Williams. 2008. ―Economic or Amenity 
Driven Migration? A Cluster-Based Analysis of County Migration in the Four Corners States,‖ 
Journal of Regional Analysis and Policy 38(3), 243–254. 
 
Gyourko, Joseph, Christopher Mayer, and Todd Sinai.  2006.  ―Superstar Cities,‖ NBER 
Working Paper 12355. 
 
Gyourko, Joseph and Joseph Tracy. 1989. ―The Importance of Local Fiscal Conditions in  
Analyzing Local Labor Markets,‖ Journal of Political Economy 97(5), 1208-1231. 
 
_____. 1991. ―The Structure of Local Public Finance and the Quality of Life,‖ Journal of 
Political Economy 99(4), 774-806.  
 
Hammond, George and Mehmet Tosun. 2011. ―The Impact of Decentralization on Economic 
Growth: Evidence from U.S Counties,‖ Journal of Regional Science 51(1), 47-64. 
 
Hansen, Andrew J., Ray Rasker, Bruce Maxwell, Jay J. Rotella, Jerry D. Johnson, Andrea 
Wright Parmenter, Ute Langner, Warren B. Cohen, Rick L. Lawrence, and Matthew P.V. 
Kraska. 2002. ―Ecological Causes and Consequences of Demographic Change in the New 
West,‖ BioScience 52(2), 151–162. 
 
31 
 
Hasse, John E. and  Richard G. Lathrop. 2003.  ―Land Resource Impact Indicators of Urban 
Sprawl,‖Applied Geography 23, 159–175. 
 
Helpman, Elhanan, 1998. ―The Size of Regions,‖ in David Pines, Efraim Sadka, and Itzhak 
Zilcha (eds), Topics in Public Economics, Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press. 
 
Henderson, Jason R. and Kendall McDaniel. 2005. ―Natural Amenities and Rural Employment 
Growth: A Sector Analysis,‖ The Review of Regional Studies 35(1), 80–96. 
 
Henry, M.S., Barkley, D.L. and Bao, S. 1997. ―The Hinterland‘s Stake in Metropolitan Area 
Growth.‖ Journal of Regional Science 37, 479-501. 
 
Hering, L. and S. Poncet. 2010. ―Market Access and Individual Wages: Evidence from China,‖  
Review of Economics and Statistics 92, 145-159. 
 
Hite, James. 1997. ―The Thunen Model and the New Economic Geography as a Paradigm for 
Rural Development Policy,‖ Review of Agricultural Economics 19, 230–40. 
 
Holmes, Thomas J. 1998. ―The Effect of State Policies on the Location of Manufacturing: 
Evidence from State Borders.‖ Journal of Political Economy 106, 667-705.  
 
_____. 2010 ―Structural, Experimentalist, and Descriptive Approaches to Empirical Work in 
Regional Economics.‖ Journal of Regional Science 50, 5-22. 
 
Houston, Donald. 2005. ―Methods to Test the Spatial Mismatch Hypothesis,‖ Economic 
Geography 81(4), 407-434. 
 
Hughes, David W. and David W. Holland. 1994. ―Core-Periphery Economic Linkage: A 
Measure of Spread and Possible Backwash Effects for the Washington Economy.‖ Land 
Economics 70, 364-77. 
 
Ihlanfeldt, K.R. and D.L. Sjoquist. 1998. ―The Spatial Mismatch Hypothesis: A Review of 
Recent Studies and their Implications for Welfare Reform,” Housing Policy Debate 9, 849-892. 
 
Innes, Judith E. and David E. Booher. 1999. ―Metropolitan Development as a Complex System: 
A New Approach to Sustainability,‖ Economic Development Quarterly 13, 141-156. 
 
Irwin, Elena G., Andrew M. Isserman, Maureen Kilkenny, and Mark D. Partridge. (2010) ―A 
Century of Research on Rural Development and Regional Issues.‖ American Journal of 
Agricultural Economics 92(2): 522–553; doi: 10.1093/ajae/aaq008. 
 
Johnson, Michael P. 2001. ―Environmental Impacts of Urban Sprawl: A Survey of the 
Literature and Proposed Research Agenda,‖ Environment and Planning A 33, 717-735. 
 
Kahn, Matthew E. 2001. ―City Quality-of-Life Dynamics: Measuring the Costs of Growth,‖ 
Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics 22(2/3), 339-352. 
 
32 
 
Kahn, Matthew E. and Joel Schwartz. 2008. ―Urban Air Pollution Progress Despite Sprawl: The 
―Greening‖ of the Vehicle Fleet,‖ Journal of Urban Economics 63, 775–787. 
 
Kahn, R., P.F. Orazem, and D.M. Otto. 2001. ―Deriving Empirical Definitions of Spatial Labor 
Markets: The Roles of Competing versus Complementary Growth.‖ Journal of Regional Science 
41, 735-56. 
 
Kain, John. 1968. ―Housing Segregation, Negro Employment, and Metropolitan 
Decentralization.‖ Quarterly Journal of Economics 82, 175-183. 
 
Ke S. and E. Feser. 2010. ―Count on the growth pole strategy for regional economic growth? 
Spread–backwash effects in Greater Central China.‖ Regional Studies 44, 1131-1147. 
Keane, Michael P. 2010. "Structural vs. Atheoretic Approaches to Econometrics." Journal of 
Econometrics 156, 3-20.  
 
Kim, Euijune and Jaeuk Ju.  2003.  ―Growth and Distributional Impacts of Urban Housing 
Supply: An Application of Urban Land Use and a CGE Model for Seoul,‖ Review of Urban and 
Regional Development Studies 15(1), 66-81. 
 
Kline, Jeffrey D. and Ralph J. Alig. 1999.  ―Does Land Use Planning Slow the Conversion of 
Forest and Agricultural Land?‖ Growth and Change 30(1), 3-22.  
 
Kreuter, Urs P., Heather G. Harris, Marty D. Matlock, Ronald E. Lacey. 2001. ―Change in 
Ecosystem Service Values in the San Antonio Area, Texas,‖ Ecological Economics 39, 333-346. 
 
Krugman, Paul (2010) ―The New Economic Geography, Now Middle Aged.‖ Paper Prepared for 
presentation to the Association of American Geographers Meetings, Washington, DC, April 16, 
2010. Available at: http://www.princeton.edu/~pkrugman/aag.pdf. Accessed on May 15, 2010. 
 
Kuminoff, N.V. and A.S. Jarrah. 2010. ―A new approach to computing hedonic equilibria and 
investigating the properities of locational sorting models.‖ Journal of Urban Economics 67, 322-
335. 
 
Kuminoff, N.V., V.K. Smith, and C. Timmins. 2010. ―The New Economics of Equilibrium 
Sorting and its Transformational Role for Policy Evaluation.‖ NBER Working Paper #16349. 
  
Lewis, David, Gary Hunt, and Andrew Plantinga. 2002. ―Public Conservation Land and 
Employment Growth in the Northern Forest Region,‖ Land Economics 78(2), 245–259. 
 
Lösch, August. 1940. Die räumliche Ordnung der Wirtschaft. Jena: G. Fischer. English 
translation (of the 2nd rev. ed.): The Economics of Location. New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1954. 
 
Martin, Ronald W. 2004. ―Spatial Mismatch and the Structure of American Metropolitan Areas, 
1970-2000.‖ Journal of Regional Science 44, 467-488. 
 
33 
 
Mattoon, Richard H. 1995. ―Can Alternative forms of Governance Help Metropolitan Areas?‖ 
Economic Perspectives (Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago) 19(6), 20-32. 
 
McDonald, John F. 2001. ―Cost-Benefit Analysis of Local Land Use Allocation Decisions,‖ 
Journal of Regional Science 41(2), 277-299.  
 
McDonald, John F. and Daniel P. McMillen. 2000. ―Employment Subcenters and Subsequent 
Real Estate Development in Suburban Chicago.‖ Journal of Urban Economics 48, 135-157. 
 
McGranahan, David A. 2008. ―Landscape Influence on Recent Rural Migration in the U.S.,‖ 
Landscape and Urban Planning 85, 228–240. 
 
McGranahan, David A. and Timothy R.Wojan. 2007. ―Recasting the Creative Class to Examine 
Growth Processes in Rural and Urban Counties,‖ Regional Studies 41(2), 197–216. 
 
McGregor, Peter G., J. Kim Swales and Ya Ping Yin. 1996.   ―A Long-Run Interpretation of 
Regional Input-Output Analysis,‖ Journal of Regional Science 36(3), 479-501. 
 
McMillan, Daniel P. 1996. ―One-Hundred Fifty Years of Land Values in Chicago: A 
Nonparametric Approach.‖ Journal of Urban Economics 40, 100-124. 
 
______. 2004. ―Employment Densities, Spatial Autocorrelation, and Subcenters in Large 
Metropolitan Areas.‖ Journal of Regional Science 44, 224-243. 
 
______. 2010. ―Issues in Spatial Data Analysis.‖ Journal of Regional Science 50: 119-141. 
 
McMillan, Daniel P. and Christian L. Redfearn. 2010. ―Estimation and Hypothesis Testing for 
Nonparametric Hedonic House Price Functions.‖ Journal of Regional Science 50, 712-733. 
 
Mills, Edwin S. 1967. ―An Aggregative Model of Resource Allocation in a Metropolitan Area.‖  
 
______. 2006. ―Sprawl and Jurisdictional Fragmentation,‖ Brookings-Wharton Papers on Urban 
Affairs 231-256. 
 
Morgan, William, John Mutti and Dan Rickman. 1996. ―Tax Exporting, Regional Economic 
Growth, and Welfare,‖ Journal of Urban Economics 39, 131-159. 
 
Mulligan, Gordon F. 1984. ―Agglomeration and central place theory: a review of the literature,‖ 
International Regional Science Review 9, 1-42. 
 
Muth, Richard. 1969. Cities and Housing. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Myrdal, G. 1957. Economic Theory and Underdeveloped Regions.  
 
Nechyba, Thomas J. and Randall P. Walsh. 2004. ―Urban Sprawl.‖ Journal of Economic 
Perspectives 18 (4), 177-200 
34 
 
 
Olfert, M. Rose and Jack C. Stabler, 1999. ―Multipliers in a Central Place Hierarchy.‖ Growth 
and Change 30: 288-302. 
 
Ottaviano, Gianmarco, and Dino Pinelli. 2006. ―Market Potential and Productivity: Evidence 
from Finnish Regions,‖ Regional Science and Urban Economics 36, 636–657. 
 
Overman, Henry and Steve Gibbons. 2010. ―Mostly Pointless Spatial Econometrics?‖ 
Unpublished London School of Economics Manuscript. 
 
Partridge Mark D. 2010. ―The Duelling Models: NEG vs Amenity Migration in Explaining 
US Engines of Growth,‖ Papers in Regional Science 89(3), 513-536. 
 
Partridge, Mark D. Ali, Kamar, and M. Rose Olfert. 2010. ―Rural-to-Urban Commuting: Three 
Degrees of Integration.‖ Growth and Change 41, 303-335.  
 
Partridge, Mark D., Ray Bollman, M. Rose Olfert and Alessandro Alasia. 2007. ―Riding 
the Wave of Urban Growth in the Countryside: Spread, Backwash, or Stagnat ion,‖ Land 
Economics 83, 128-152. 
 
Partridge, Mark D. and Dan S. Rickman. 1998. ―Regional  Computable General Equilibrium 
Modeling: A Survey  and Critical Appraisal,‖ International Regional Science Review 21, 205-
248. 
 
_____. 2003. ―Do We Know Economic Development When We See It?‖ Review of Regional 
Studies 33(1), 17-39. 
 
_____. 2008. ―Does a Rising Tide Lift All Boats? Assessing Employment-Poverty Dynamics by 
Metropolitan Size and County Type.‖ Growth and Change 39, 283-312. 
 
_____. 2010. "CGE Modelling for Regional Economic Development Analysis," Regional Studies 
44 (10), 1311-1328. 
 
Partridge, Mark D., Dan S. Rickman, Kamar Ali, and M. Rose Olfert. 2008a. ―Employment 
Growth in the American Urban Hierarchy: Long Live Distance,‖ The B.E. Journal of 
Macroeconomics: Contributions, 8(1), 1–36. 
 
Partridge, Mark D., Dan S. Rickman, Kamar Ali and M. Rose Olfert. 2008b. ―Lost in Space: 
Population Dynamics in the American Hinterlands and Small Cities.‖ Journal of Economic 
Geography. 8, 727-757. 
 
_____. 2009. ―Agglomeration Spillovers and Wage and Housing Cost Gradients Across the 
Urban Hierarchy.‖ Journal of International Economics 78, 126-140. 
 
_____.  2010.  ―Recent Spatial Growth Dynamics in Wages and Housing Costs: Proximity to 
Urban Production Externalities and Consumer Amenities,‖ Regional Science and Urban 
35 
 
Economics 40(6), 440-52. 
 
Pflüger, Michael and Takathoshi Tabuchi. 2010. ―The Size of Regions with Land Use for 
Production,‖ Regional Science and Urban Economics 40, 481-489. 
 
Pinske, Joris and Margaret E. Slade. 2010. ―The Future of Spatial Econometrics,‖ Journal of 
Regional Science, 50, 103-117.  
 
Polèse, Mario and Richard Shearmur. 2004. ―Is Distance Really Dead? Comparing Industrial 
Location over time in Canada,‖ International Regional Science Review 27, 431-457. 
 
Portnov, Boris A. and Moshe Schwartz. 2009. ―Urban Clusters as Growth Foci.‖ Journal of 
Regional Science 49, 287-310. 
 
Puga, Diego. 1999. ―The rise and fall of regional inequalities.‖ European Economic Review 43, 
303-334. 
 
Raphael, Stephan and Michael A. Stoll. 2002. Modest Progress: The Narrowing Spatial 
Mismatch Between Blacks and Jobs in the 1990s. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution. 
 
Rappaport, Jordan. 2007. ―Moving to Nice Weather,‖ Regional Science and Urban Economics 
37(3), 375–398. 
 
_____. 2008. ―Consumption Amenities and City Population Density,‖ Regional Science and 
Urban Economics 38, 533-552. 
 
_____. 2009. ―The Increasing Importance of Quality of Life,‖ Journal of Economic Geography 
9, 779–804. 
 
Redding, Stephen J. and Daniel M. Sturm. 2008. ―The Costs of Remoteness: Evidence from 
German Division and Reunification.‖ American Economic Review 98, 1766-1797. 
 
Redfearn, Christian L. 2009. ―How Informative are Average Effects? Hedonic Regression and 
Amenity Capitalization in Complex Urban Housing Markets,‖ Regional Science and Urban 
Economics 39, 297-306. 
 
Renkow, M. 2003. ―Employment Growth, Worker Mobility, and Rural Economic Development,‖ 
American Journal of Agricultural Economics 85, 503-13.  
 
Richardson, Harry W. 1976. ―Growth pole spillover: The dynamics of backwash and spread,‖ 
Regional Studies 5, 1-9. 
 
Rickman, Dan S. 1992. ―Estimating the Impacts of Regional Business Assistance Programs: 
Alternative Closures in a Computable General Equilibrium Model,‖ Papers in Regional Science 
71(4):421-435. 
 
Rickman, Dan S. and Shane D. Rickman. 2011. ―Population Growth in High-Amenity 
36 
 
Nonmetropolitan Areas: What‘s the Prognosis?‖ Journal of Regional Science 51(5): 863-879. 
 
Roback, Jennifer. 1982. ―Wages, Rents, and the Quality of Life,‖ Journal of Political Economy 
90, 1257–1278. 
 
Rosenberger, Randall S. and Donald B.K. English.  2005. ―Impacts of Wilderness on Local 
Economic Development,‖ In The Multiple Values of Wilderness, ed. H. Ken Cordell, John C 
Bergstrom, and J. M. Bowker, 181-204. State College, Penn.: Venture Publishing, Inc. 
 
Rosenberger, Randall S., Mark Sperow, and Donald B. K. English. 2008. ―Economies in 
Transition and Public Land use Policy: Discrete Duration Models of Eastern Wilderness 
Designation,‖ Land Economics 84 (2): 267-281. 
 
Rosenthal Stuart S. and William C. Strange. 2004. ―Evidence on the Nature and Sources of 
Agglomeration Economies.‖ In (eds. V. Henderson and J.F. Thisse) Handbook of Regional and 
Urban Economics, Vol 4. pp. 2119-2171. 
 
_____. 2008. ―The Attenuation of Human Capital Spillovers,‖ Journal of Urban Economics 41, 
373-389. 
 
Shapiro, Jesse M. 2006. ―Smart Cities: Quality of Life, Productivity, and the Growth Effects of 
Human Capital,‖ Review of Economics and Statistics 88(2), 324–335. 
 
Song, Yan.  2005.  ―Smart Growth and Urban Development Pattern: A Comparative Study,‖ 
International Regional Science Review 28(2), 239-65. 
 
Stansel, Dean. 2002. ―Interjurisdictional Competition and Local Economic Performance: A 
Cross-sectional Examination of US metropolitan Areas,‖ in: George Mason University Working 
Papers in Economics, #02.16 (www.gmu.edu/departments/economics/working/directory.html). 
 
____. 2005. ―Local Decentralization and Local Economic Growth: A Cross-Sectional 
Examination of US metropolitan Areas,‖ Journal of Urban Economics 57, 55–72. 
 
Stock, J.H. and M.W. Watson. 2007. Introduction to Econometrics, 2
nd
 Edition. Boston: Pearson. 
 
Stoll, Michael A. 2006. ―Job Sprawl, Spatial Mismatch and Black Employment Disadvantage.‖ 
Journal Policy Analysis and Management 25, 827-854. 
 
Stone Jr., Brian. 2008. ―Urban Sprawl and Air Quality in Large US Cities,‖ Journal of 
Environmental Management 86, 688–698. 
 
Tabuchi, Takathoshi, Thisse, Jaques F. 2006. ―Regional Specialization, Urban Hierarchy, and 
Commuting Costs,‖ International Economic Review 47, 1295–1317. 
 
_____. 2011. ―A new economic geography model of central places.‖ Journal of Urban 
Economics 69, 240-252. 
37 
 
 
Tiebout, Charles M. 1956. ―A Pure Theory of Local Expenditures.‖ Journal of Political 
Economy 64, 416-424. 
 
Tweeten, Luther G. and George L. Brinkman. 1976. Micropolitan Development: Theory and 
Practice of Greater Rural Development. Ames: Iowa State University Press. 
 
Vias, Alexander C. 1999. ―Jobs Follow People in the Rural Rocky Mountain West,‖ Rural 
Development Perspectives 14(2), 14–23. 
 
Vias, Alexander C. and John I. Carruthers. 2005. ―Regional Development and Land Use Change 
in the Rocky Mountain West, 1982–1997,‖ Growth and Change 36(2), 244–272. 
 
Vigdor, Jacob L. 2006. ―Comment on Mills, Sprawl and Jurisdictional Fragmentation,‖ 
Brookings-Wharton Papers on Urban Affairs 231-256.  
 
Volpe-Martincus, Christian. 2010. ―Spatial Effects of Trade Policy: Evidence from Brazil.‖ 
Journal of Regional Science 50, 541-569. 
 
Von Thünen, J.H. 1966. Von Thünen’s Isolated State: An English Edition of “Der Isolierte 
Staat,” C.M. Wartenberg, Trans, P. Hall ed. New York: Pergamon (Published in German in 
1826.). 
 
Weiler, Stephan. 2003.  ―Pioneers of Rural Sprawl in the Rocky Mountain West,‖ The Review of 
Regional Studies 33(3), 264 – 283. 
 
Wensley, R.D. Mithch, and J.C. Stabler. 1998. ―Demand-Threshold Estimation for Business 
Activities in Rural Saskatchewan,‖ Journal of Regional Science 38, 155-177. 
 
Whisler, Ronald L., Brigette S. Waldorf, Gordon F. Mulligan, and David A. Plane. 2008. 
―Quality of Life and the Migration of the College Educated,‖ Growth and Change 39(1), 58–94. 
 
Wooldridge, J.M. 2002. Econometric Analysis of Cross Section and Panel Data. MIT Press: 
Cambridge, MA. 
 
World Bank. 2009. World Development Report Reshaping Economic Geography. Washington, 
DC: The World Bank. 
 
Wu, JunJie. 2006. ―Environmental Amenities, Urban Sprawl, and Community Characteristics,‖ 
Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 52, 527–547. 
 
Wu, JunJie, and Seong-Hoon Cho.  2007.  ―The Effect of Local Land Use Regulations on Urban 
Development in the Western United States,‖ Regional Science and Urban Economics 37, 69-86. 
 
Wu, JunJie and Munisamy Gopinath. 2008. ―What Causes Spatial Variations in Economic 
Development in the United States?‖ American Journal of Agricultural Economics 90, 392–408. 
38 
 
 
Wu, JunJie. 2010. ―Economic Fundamentals and Urban-Suburban Disparities.‖ Journal of 
Regional Science 50, 570-591. 
 
Yin, Ming, and Jian Sun. 2007.  ―The Impact of State Growth Management Programs on Urban 
Sprawl in the 1990s,‖ Journal of Urban Affairs 29 (2), 149-179. 
 
Yu, Yihua and Dan S. Rickman. 2011. ―U.S. State and Local Fiscal Policies and 
Nonmetropolitan Area Economic Performance: A Spatial Equilibrium Analysis,‖ Papers in 
Regional Science doi:10.1111/j.1435-5957.2012.00423.x. 
  
39 
 
Figure 1: Model of Regional Economic Development with Land Use 
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